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tor participatLJn 0'1 both the FCC3.:-:j st3.te recj'-:~l::'::;:'! .; .::',---,_~";_';:-:::3.

FCC regulations, including Sect:ions 51.703('0), ?r')',~i~ ::,02 ':::"'2ral.l
parameters for CMRS interconnection. Within th:,se pa.ra.:neters,
state commissions must exercise approval and ar~~:~3.:~Jn f~nc:ions

as set forth in Section 252 0 f the .;'ct. .. ~ The FCC's
interconnection regulations, inclUding Section Sl.70J(b), do not
preclude state commission approval of CMRS interconnection
agreements. It is equally true, however, that in the CMRS cOGtext,
the state commission's functions must be exercised subject to the
parameters established by the FCC pursuant to Sections 2('b), 201,
202(a), 251(b) (5) and 332 of the Act.

Ameritech's ongoing violation of the above-described FCC CMRS
interconnection regulations has precluded TSRWireless from
entering into good faith negotiations with Amer,i tech towards a
section 252 Agreement. In point of fact, Ameritech's vi.olations
must be considered to constitute per se bad faith. 11 Moreover,
Ameritech's refusal to provide the New Codes until a Section 252
Agreement is executed by TSR Wireless without Ameritech first
accepting the overarching parameters established by ~he FCC
constitutes a blatant attempt to bully paging carriers into having
to negotiate for the very provisions that the FCC itself has
already mandated. The interconnecti,on charges that, LECs like
Ameritech have traditionally imposed -- and, in fact, continue to
impose in direct violation of, inter alia, sections 51.703(b) and
the Local Competition Order cannot, and should not, be
considered a bargaining point in the state commission negotiation,
arbitration and approval process established by section 252 of the
Act. The FCC has prohibited those charges pursuant to just,
reasonable, well-articulated and jUdicially-upheld regulations and
interpretations of the Act. Attempts by LEes, like Ameritech, to
use these ongoing, prohibited charges as leverage against CMRS
paging carriers in state commission proceedings cannot be accepted.

1°47 U.S.C. §252. section 252 provides for state commission
participation in interconnection negotiations: (1) as a mediator,
47 U.S.C. §252(a) (2); (2) as an arbitrator, if so requested within
135-160 days after a carrier, such as a oms paging carrier,
requests interconnection from an incumbent LEC, like Ameritech, 47
U.S.C. §§252(b)-(d); and (3) as an approving aU~hority, 47 C.S.C.
§252(e).

"See Interconnection Declaratory Ruling, 2 FCC Rcd at 2916;
aff'd, Interconnection MO&O, 4 FCC Rcd at 2370,' see gene::-3.11v,
Kiyoichi Fujikawa v. Sunrise Soda water Works co., IS8 F.2d 490,
494 (9th Clr. 1946) ("' [gJood faith' incll.:ces not only pe::-s:::.:r.a~

upright mental attitude and clear conscience, but also inte~~:~r. ~o

observe legal duties. ").
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TSR Wi~eles3 h3S c~n3istently taken the position Nith Ameritech and
other LECs that as soon as the LEes recognize their obligation to
terminate these prohibited charges, TSR Wireless stands ready to
issue a request for interconnection pursuant to section 252(a) of
the Act that will commence the specified period for negotiation
and, if necessary, arbitration of a new interconnection agreement
that will be subject to review and approval by the corresponding
state commissions. These state commission proceedings will address
issues that have not al ready been decided by the FCC, 1 ike the
exact amount of reciprocal cQmpensation to be paid by LECs to TSR
Wireless for TSR Wireless's termination of LEC-originated local
telecommunications traffic over TSR Wireless's CMRS paging
networks. 12 These state commission proceedings will not -- and
should not address. charges that have been expl icitly and
justifiably prohibited by the FCC ..

12In the Local Competition Order, the FCC held that even though
the FCC was not at that time adopting default proxies for the
amount of reciprocal compensation to be paid by LECs to CMRS paging
carriers, state commissions are still obI igated to base their
determination of the appropriate rate of reciprocal compensation on
"the forward-looking economic cost of such termination to the
paging provider." Local Competition Order, 11 FCC Rcd at 16043.
Although the FCC indicated that it intended to initiate a further
rulemaking proceeding "to try to determine what an appropriate
proxy for paging costs would be and, if necessary, to set a
specific paging default proxy, II id., this further rulemaking
proceeding will address only the amount of reciprocal compensation
to be paid by LECs to compensate CMRS paging carriers for the cost
of terminating LEC traffic. This further rulemaking proceeding
will not revisit the FCC's previous dete~ination that LECs may not
impose any charges on paging carriers for delivery of the LECs' own
traffic.
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3.:lsed on these facts, 'Ne demand that Amer i te~:: :IIod i fy its
position and provide the New Codes despite the fact that a Section
252 Agreement has not yet been signed. We also point out that
Ameritech's refusal to provide the New Codes would violate not only
the FCC interconnection Rules discussed above and other FCC
requirements, but also Sections 201(b) and 202(a) of the Act. n

In view of the importance of these issues, and particularly in
light of the pressing need for TSR Wireless to obtain the New Codes
to ameliorate with minimum disruption to TSR Wireless paging
subscribers the significant, adverse effects of Ameritech's
termination of reverse billing, we hereby request that you respond
to this letter at your earliest convenience and no later than seven
(7) business days from the date of this letter.

Of course, if you have any questions with respect to these
matters, please contact us immediately.

Sincerely',

J <J--.-)P~
~hard S. Becker

James S. Finerfrock
Attorneys for TSR Wireless LLC

cc: TSR Wireless LLC

13section 201 (b) of the Act prohibits " un just or unreasonable II

"charges, practices, classifications, and regulations". 47 U.S.C.
§201(b). Ameritech's refusal to provide the New Codes and any new,
modified or additional interconnection services or facilities based
solely on TSR Wireless's refusal to enter into a Section 252
Agreement pending compliance by Ameritech with FCC interconnection
requirements is both unjust and unreasonable. Similarly, Section
202 (a) prohibits "unjust or unreasonable discrimination in charges,
practices, classifications, regulations, facilities or
services .... " 47 U.S.C. §202(a). To the extent that Ameritech
provides new, modified or additional interconnection services or
facilities to similarly-situated CMRS paging carriers, or to
~~eritech's own paging operations, such ac~ion by Ameritech would
violate 47 U.S.C. §202(a).
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RZ: 7empo:ary ~~~per.sio~ 0: ccc~ a~sig~~en~s

in WiSCOr.5i~·$ 414 N~A

The ~eque5t fQ~ ccOes i~ the 414 ~?A have far surpassed ~he

1938 Cen:ral O:fi;e Code Utilizatic~ S~vey (COCUSJ. The
1999 CCC~S re!lect3 a secor.d ~a~ter 2001 exhaust which no
lo~ge~ re!lects the curient on-;oL~g utili~ation. As the
~~e~ent C.O. eode Administrator. ~.~i~~ch will he
::equi.rec. t.o te::o.pora:cily scsFend code a3!5ig~t!nt:3 in the 414
)l'P,:l..

Lockheed Marti~ ~S, as th~ North ~~erican NUmbering Pl~~
Adr.ir.istrato= (~~PA) ~ill host an indu5try mee~ln; 1~ mid
':uly,. 1.998 in lo't.t.lwaultee, W1sconsir:.. Th.e purpose of! tliis
~eetlng w~:l be to establish jeopardy ~rocedures £0= the 414.
NP~ and discuss NPA re:i@! optio~~_

1= you have ~~e~~ions, plea~e fee~ £~ee ~o con~~ct ~e 3~

414-52'3-6522.

:laW'r. W8:'1.-:uch
.~.e:itech/~~~consin

Code A~i~istratc~
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Dear ~tr. Schlicting:

Staff of th~ PublIc Sc:rvice Commission of Wisconsin (PSCW staff) have been reviewing an
iS$ue of charges that should apply for calls to CMRS providers that originate on local excnange
company (LEC) networks. We are interested in receiving clarification and amplification from
the Feder:l1 Communications CommissIon (FCC) relative to an issue frequently called re.verse
billing.

It has been a common practice for CMRS providers to set up their netv.·orks and service
arrangements to that wireless customers are accessible throughout a service area without having
charges (frequently toU charges) apply to the originating landline customers. Under this "reverse
billing" arrangement. that CMRS provider voluntarily pays for these call.s by having r~verse

billing The CMRS providers have paid toll charges or a.cce~ charges for the~ LEC·to-CMRS·
c:l11s. This arrangement has made the CMRS service more salable and useful by providing'a
loc<l1. servic:: appearance throughout the wireless coverage area.

PSCW staff have been informed that Ameritech Wisconsin intends to eliminate this reverse
billing option. Section S 1.703(1,) of thlot FCC rules is cited ~ m:.lndario.g s:uch 3.Ction:

A LEe may Qot assess charges on any other telecommunications carrier
for local telecommunication.~ [taffie t.h.at originates on [he LEes
network."

?scv,,· srill rai~ the issue of whether r~verse billing arrangements are still viable under this rule
given the voluntary agreement by a C~IRS provider to S\1cn .llTangemerH. where the CMRS
rrnv;(!t:r may he deemed co h.we ag<eed to be "bil!ed" for ":;hat';;es" that may be atr;ibut.:d ,0 the
l:lI1clin~ c:J..llus.

PSC\V 5:~f: 5~~k3 your views J.':) to whe:ter this rule (~l 703[b}i is :neant to. ar.c in fJ.c;, dces.
"'r.-"r.·~l' .",.. ',"n<7-u""-,4 "'rJ.c~,,;~ of r-:;,,-cr:;<: billin cr
::,~~.~ .... I..'~~""'.""""': ............. ~ .. :;:"

f;u: (608) 266-3957
Home ~~: lUqJ:JIb:ldger.st:ltl!.-.l.1.I5/J~eDriesip5d
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(r ::; ,)ur ur,dt:rsta..'hllng rjut j ;:,occntial ~eaction to the 10:;.) of revers~ billing by C~lRS pro'.'\'::::-:.i
lS to ~:;4ucst In ~~X in local exchanges throughout th~ Wtre[ess coverage area. This ffiJy

"r~sl)l'le" the toc;u .::J..Il..lp~ar;lnceof the calls (though local message charges may now apply):
h,1)W-;"er. Ie s<:ems to b<: an administrative step caused only because of tbe reverse billing demise
..u:J. would :3~~m co severely impact number resources.

Y'Jur input on (hIS issue wOl.dd be appreciated. My telephone number is (608) 266-67-W

Gary A. Evenson
ssistant Admillisrraror

Telecommunications Division

GAE:reb:t:\s$\l.etteNchlictiog Iu- gae

cc: Daniel Phymyon. FCC
Edward Krachmer. FCC
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\lar::; :2, 1992

Mr. Garj e.'Ielisor
Telecommunications DIvision
Public Service Commission of vVisconsin
610 North Whitney Way
Madison, "VI 53705

Re CMRS Reverse Billing letter dated February 16, 1998

Dear Mr. Evenson:

Ameritech is responding to your letter requesting our position on
reverse billing and the options that are available for continued and
comparable CMRS service, We believe our response addresses the issues
you identified in your letter.

In Wisconsin, as in the other states within its region, Ameritech has
begun a phased out elimination of reverse billing. We have taken this
phased out approach realizing that CMRS providers have used this billing
option as a marketing tool. Ameritecn initially announced the
elimination of reverse billing in a letter dated September 23, 1997
which was sent to at! CMRS providers. This letter was sent with the
Intention of giving these providers a 15 month window to allow for joint
planning and transltioning. In Wisconsin, no new reverse billing has
been offered effective November 15, 1997. All existing reverse billing
will be retired on December 31, 1998.

Ameritech ~as taken this course of action because it has become apparent
tt"1at reverse billing is fundamentally inconsistent with the local
cal! :r.g reciprocal ~crr.pensationparadigm established by tlie
Telecommunications Ad cf 1996 and the FCC. V'/ith reverse billing,
.A.mer:tech IS chargIng the wireless carrier an access fee versus char~ing

tre catllng r;arty Hcwever. tnis is not access, but ,'"ather it is a
:Iillr.g q:cicr ~cr a lccal interconnection ariangement. 'Nitt; focal
.;:t-:r':Clir.ect:cr', ~he :r'~irat:ng oart'j char;es its custcmer and tt".S:1
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ri"~r'3 are 3dvantage5 rer lhe C~,lRS providers to iransiticr: frol"':i :~'ierse

CI::U1Q to standard olilln<;. They will no longer pay the re'terse
cililrlg cail rates ard tr.ey ',vrll rEceive recIprocal campensa:ion for
~e(mlnatlr.g calls. Ameritech recognizes. however, that some CMRS
providers in :he region may have used the local calling created by
ooeration of the reverse bil!ing option in theIr retail sales
opqrations To ~n.;lhlp. th~t marketing approach to continue as broadly as
posslb(e (consistent with applicable legal requirements), Ameritech is
offering a new option to its CMRS customers who phase out reverse
billing 4 the opportunity to rate their NXXs at Ameritech's excnanges of
their choosing - The new plan allows celluJar providers to create local
calling areas that are the same as Ameritech's local calling areas and
should provide local calling for a significant portion of calls to CMRS
custulllers. Ameritech Account Managers will be worl<ing with cellular
providers to customize a plan to rstire reverse billing and to meet
their market needs

Please direct any questions related to this response to me.

Sincerely,

~~LQL-
Scott T VanderSanden
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Sample; .-\ S;lmplc
I !3 Any Street
Any1own. [L 123456

Dc.ar S~11ple

In Aapst of )<ast YeJIt~ fedenal Conununjcations Commission issued ~ Order. refCft'Cd to IS
me first Report~ Order. mat chanp the 'way Amenrech must do business with Commercial
Mobile Radio Service (<:MRS) compuics like yours.

Some of the key provisions include: payment by Amuileda to eMItS prOViders for terminating
Ameriw:h's oripnar.ed traffic and disallowing a chatle to a CMRS to terminate calls..

There has been a spirired debate in d1t indusuY concerning whether the reverse bUlin,option is
coasistent wiCh tile FCes requil'81'l1MM dial L!Cs ftO( l:harp CMRS proviciaa (or renainating
CMRS traffic. Wilhouc addreSShal dlc llllrics ollhcsc aqumcna, it baS ba:ome appareollO
Arnerileeh that reve.n;e billiaa is fUndamentally inconsistent with \be local caJ1.iul reciprocal
compen~tion paradigm established by TA 96 and the FCC.

In order to ~ian OW' services with [he new pvaclip for loca.l reciprocal c:ompensalion, Amcrir.ch
pIa.Il$ 10 end the hiliinC option Down as rtvenc billing, also alled Type 2. Bmina Option One and
to r1!pulce at W1U1 a similar 5eMU.

'The tepb::ement service ,:"iU allow y~ to ,select aft)' Amcriracb CeaInl OffICe exdwlp as the
point for YOQr ~lephone prefixes to be raaed. This allows you to COIltinue to create "loc:3J- C'JJJing
an:a1 that Olle the same as Ameriteeh's. AUached is a list of frequeut!y asked questions on chiS
sci""ice ~d ~e replac;e.rncnt plan. mat will guid!: you through the tnrtIsicion.

Yoa. m3.y begin using the repl.acement plan "as soon as the Comm1s.stons in nUnois. Indiana and
Michi.pn <appC'Ove the CIlriff tor _ sctVicc. Amerilech will ftle witts OIl October J. 1997. Aflet
~':l1.only the replacement plan will be avlilable. no new
reve~ bil1in~ options will be offend and eJCistinc revme biUinc opUOftS will be reaced on
1113 il9S. Ia Ohio and Wisconsin rl\e ~merat plan -.iU be a\'1ilable under contrad beginning
OR Novembct 15. 1m. no new ravena billiftc will be oft'ct1:d aftef
th~t dale ;utd existing reverse blUmg will be retired on 12/J1198. 'The~w CODmlCts will also
require commission approVal.

Your Account ~bn;lgerh3S further det2iJs on this plan 2nd a pnsantation can be ammged.

Sincerely.

~&L
Jame.s E. Devine
General Manacer - Saks. Win:less



cc:w/attach. :

Distribution List

(via hand delivery)

Magalie Roman Salas, Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
Washington, DC 20554

Kathryn C. Brown, Chief
Common Carrier Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.; Room 500
Washington, DC 20554

Daniel Phythyon, Chief
Wireless Telecommunications Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
2025 M Street, N.W.; Room 5002
Washington, DC 20554

Steve Weingarten, Chief
Commercial Wireless Division
Wireless Telecommunications Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
2100 M Street, N.W.; Room 700
Washington, DC 20554

Edward Krachmer, Attorney
Competitive Pricing Division
Common Carrier Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.; Room 518
Washington, DC 20554

cc :w/attach. : (via overnight courier)

Mr. Scott Cullen, Administrator
Telecommunications Division
Public Service Commission of Wisconsin
610 North Whitney Way
Madison, WI 53705
(608) 266-1567

Mark R. Ortlieb, Esquire
Ameritech
225 West Randolph Street
Suite 27B
Chicago, IL 60606
(312) 727-2860

Scott T. VanderSanden, Director - Wholesale
Ameritech Wisconsin
318 West Washington Avenue
Room 901
Madison, WI 53703
(608) 252-2800


